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HEIDELBERG NONCOMBATANT EVACUATION
OPERATION (NEO) EVALUATION

FOREWORD

The U.S, Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
(ARI) maintains a field unlit with the U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR)., The field
unit conducts research, and also provides technical advisory service (TAS), on
issues relating to peraonnel and manpower.

This report describes TAS provided to the Directorate Plans, Training,
and Security of the Heidelheryg Community Commander's Office. The Noncombatant
Evacuation Operation {NEO) is a system developed to evacuate all U,S. civil-
ians and military dependents in tlie event of an emergency. Periodic practices
are necessary to make sure people have the recommended documents for an evacu-
ation and accurate knowledge of NEO procedures, In November, 1980, the
Heidelberg community instituted a new type of NEO exercisge whiri involved a
morn realistic mock evacuation procedure, and the Army Research Institute
acted as an evaluator of the effectiveness of this exercise.
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HEIDELBERS NONCOMBATANT EVACUATION OPERATION (NEO) EVALUATION

BRIEF

Requirement:

USAREUR military authorities are responsible for evacuating several hundred
thousand non-active duty people from Europe in the event of hostilities. Periodic
drills are conducted to impart information on procedures and check people's lavel
of readiness, e.g, availability of critical documents and items. In November,
1980 a full scale mock exercise was conducted by the Heidelberg community in addi-
tion to the usual brief paperwork check procedure. This mock evacuation pro-
cedure, however, is highly costly in terms of manpower and money. The purpose of
this TAS was to evaluate the effects of three levels of involvement in a Noncom-

: batant Evacuation Operation (NEO) on participants' attitudes, knowledge, &nd prep-
) aration. Results are pertinent to cost effectiveness determinations and to making
: recommendations for program improvements.

Procedure:

' Groups representing three levels of involvement were evaluated: 1) active

! volunteers who were taken to Ramstein Air Base for a mock evacuation (high in-
= volvement); 2) people who processed through the usual NEO procedure which is main-
ly a paperwork check (intermediate involvement); and 3) people who did not attend
either NEO procedure (no involvement). People who attended a NEO briefing (Group
\ 1 or 2) were given a survey on completion of their processing which assessed their
- attitude toward the briefing as well as the accuracy of their knowledge about NEO,
Two weeks later they were mailed a follow-up survey which assessed their retention
5 of what they had learned and asked what preparations they had made in the cvent of )
B an evacuation. Reasons for non-attendance were also asked. ‘

Findings:

Overall the NEO plan is viewed favorably, All three groups were in high
agreement that a NEO plan was needed. The least positive perception concerned
3 whether or not the plan would work. The entire Heidelberg community sampled,
A including non-attenders, was highly informed about basic NEO procedures. Average
' correct responses on the knowledge test were above 90% for all three groups.
Likewise all segments of the community report that they are well prepared with
needed documents and supplies should an evacuation be necessary. However, a few
items (power of attorney and personal property inventories) were not readily
avallable to at leagt 50% of the sample, and the real need for several iltems was
questioned (power of attorney, wills, a radio).
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Utilization of Findings:

The results led to several suggestions for changes, improvements, and
cost effectiveness. In brief they include:

1. More reliance on the media and less on large scale mock evacuations
as a cost effective way to disseminate information and as a means of reaching
non-attenders.

2. Feedback to the community concerning the high level of knowladge and
preparation as a means of further increasing confidence in the plan.

3, Greatsr emphasis in future NEO exercises on justifying the .cad for
those items which are least likely to be readily available or percaived as
necessary.

4., Instituting satellite procesgsing units to reach community members who
are non-attenders,
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INTRODUCTION

The Noncombatant Evacuation Operation (NEO) is a system developed to
evacuate all U,S, civilians and military dependents from Germany in the event
of an emergency. It is mstimated that in the Heidelberg area alone there re=-
side over 12,000 noncombatants who would require evacuation. To deal with
such a large number of people, a plan ir needed to assure a way of rnotifying,
assembling, and transporting them under adverse circumstances. Periodic
practices are necessary to make sure people have the recommended documents for
an evacuation and accurate knowledge of NEO procedures.

The practice exercises also serve another very important function, If
they are well done, they should inspire confidence that the procedures would
really work during an evacuation. Unfortunately, this last function is not
always served well, As one Heidelberg Officer observed: "The number of de-
pendentslin the potential 'war zone' of Central Furope is now greater than
350,000, and current plans for noncombatant evacuation operations were remark-
able for their lack of credibility even before the recent fiasco in Iran.,"
(Manning, 1979 p. 12).

This lack of credibility apparently is a worse problem in the Heidelberg
community than many other areas of Germany. In 1978, in response to the
Commander in Chief, U.S. Army, Europe (CINCUSAREUR), nine USAREUR communities
were surveyed to obtain a sample of information regarding NEO, This work was
done by the Army Research Institute (Whittenburg, Owns, & Bussey, 1980),
Heidelberg was one of the sampled communities, The survey data indicated that

Heidelberg was in the bottom 1/3 for attendance at NEO briefings, as well as
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for seeing a need for the “FO plan at all. 'The perceived ability to implement
the plan was lowest in the Heldelberg area where only 40% of the respondents
thought the plan was practical and could be implemented., Heidslberg was also
at the bottom in terms of preparation. Thus, it appears that there is (or at
least was in 1978) a type of self-fulfilling prophecy’in the Heidelberg area.
People do not believe an emergency really could occur or that the plan could
work anyway and so do not attend briefings or make preparations.

In November, 1980 the Heldelberg community instituted a new type of NZO
exercise which involved a more realistic mock evacuation procedure. A large
sample (266) of noncombatants was taken by train to Ramstein Air Base. There
they boarded a plane and were briefed about what would happen if they were ac-
tually being evacuated. The rest of the community was encouraged to attend an
improved briefing procedure which involved, mainly, a check of necessary docu-
ments, a film about NEO, and individual counseling on specific areas, e.g.,
medical problams,

The Army Research Institute (ARI) again acted as an evaluator of the ef-
fectiveness of thls exercise. The three main objectives evaluated by ARI
weres

1. to impart the necessary information to noncombatants about what to do
in case of an evacuation: the knowledge dimension,

2, to get noncombatants to take the necessary actions to be prepared if
an evacuation occurred: the action dimension,

3, to instill a positive regard for the NEO plan, i.e., to see it as

worthwhile, well done, and workable: the attitudinal dimension.
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METHOD

Group Selection

Three groups were compared in this evaluation. Group 1 consisted of all
adults on the train to Ramstein. Participation was voluntary, but the participa-
tion was almost 100% (N=266). This group of noncombatant volunteers represented
the most involvad subjects since up to 12 hours of their time was needed to par-
ticipate in the mock NEO procedure. Group 2 congsisted of a sample (N=639) of the
pecple who attended the NEO briefings at the Heidelberg Middle School at Patrick
Henry Village (PHV) and the Heidelberg American High School at Mark Twain Village
(MTV). Their attendance required up to an hour of time, making them intermediate
in level of involvement. Group 3 consisted of a sample (N=91) of non-attenders.
These people were randomly selected from the computer lists at the end of tha NEO

briefing period. They represented no known iuvolvement in the NEO process,

Ingtruments

Three surveys were developed to evaluate this exercise, The first survey
was given to both groups of attenderg~-the ones on the train and the ones who at-
tended a briefing at either MIV or PHV. This survey (see Appendix A) consisted of
22 questions geared toward attitudes about the NEO plan and accuracy of factual
information gained. The second survey (see Appendix B) was given to the same two
groups of attenders as a two week follow-up. The questions on the follow-up fo-
cused on actual preparatory behaviors taken or in process, as well as knowladge
retained or lost over the two woeks, The third survey (see Appendix C) was given

only to the sample of non-attenders,
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It asked: reascns for non-attendance, gencrai attitudes coward NEO, knowledge
about NEO procedures, and level of preparation,

Data Collection

The first survey was giver in person by staff from ARI, The train volun-
L teers were gaven the survey on the return ride to Heidelberg. They had been
L ; told in a previous briefing who the data collectors were, he general purpose
( of the survey, and when it would be given. They were allowed time to fill it
out in their individual train compartments, and all completed surveys sere
b collected befcre people left the train. At the briefings in the school:: ARI
staffed a table by the final out-processing station. 2 sample believed to
match the Ramstein train group was selected. Again cooperation was almost
o 1C0%. Completad surveys were returned to ARI before people left the briefing
area,
. The two week follow-up survey and the survey of non-attenders were
mailed. Surveys were seunt out alcng with a stamped return envelope addressed
to the Community Commander's office, the sponsor of the evacuation. The re-
turned surveys were collected for 10 days then turned over to ARI for data
analysie.
From the original 266 train riders, 132 or 50% returned the two week fol-

low=-up survey. From the other sample of 639 NEO attenders who processed at

the schnols, 51% (N=325) returned the fnllow-up survey. The return rate for

the non-uttenders was 91, or a little less than 30%.

Research Design Overview

A schemata of the overall design is given on the following page.
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Table 1

Design Schemata

Group One: Group Two: Group Three:
Train volunteers NEO Exercise Non-attenders
Attenders
Time One Survey 1: sSurvey 1: By definition, these
November 19-20 Attitudes and Attitudes and | names were not availabl
NEO PBriefing knowlige knowledge until the exercise was
completed.

Time Two survey 2: Survey 2: Survey 3:
Two week Preparatory Preparatory Attitudes, knowledge,
follow-up actions and actions and preparation, reasons for]

knowledge knowledge non=-atcendance

Data Analysis

Statistics used were a combination of descriptive and inferential. Sum=
mary statistlics (frequency counts on choices, 8 correct answers, means, and
ranks) provide feedback on individual questions, Pearson r's were run on re-
lationships of interest, e.g. between attitudes towards NEO and follow=-up
preparations. Group comparisons were made using t~tests, e.g., positive atti-
tudes compared between attenders and non-attenders. Results are discussed in

detail below.




RESULTS

sample size and characteristics

Attenders. The first sample of attenders consisted of 905 people: 266
(29.4%) from the mock evacuation train to Ramstein and 639 (70.6%) who processed

through the schools. About 2/3's of the people were dependents of U.S, Forces

members who live in on~post quarters. Table 2 gives a more complete analysis of

the characteristics of the attenders.

Table 2

Charactaristics of Attenders

' Status of Attenders Living Quart.rs of Attenders 3

f‘é Primary Status Parcent Living Quarters Percent i

! U.S. Forces 10.28  BEQ 0.2% X
‘ i f Dependent, U.8, Forces 67 .9% BOQ 2.1%
’ DoD Civilian 13,68  On-post 68.,9%
| Dependant, DoD Civilian 5.2% Off-post government quarters 5,3%

ﬁ Non DA Civilian 1.3% Bconomy housing 23,1% .

“ Other 1.8%  Other 0.4% :

This table indicates that all segments of the Heidelberg community were re=- R

presented at the NEO exercise. 1

About 2/3's of the people had been in USARFUR more than one year (66.,2%), a

few, less than 4 months (11,2%), and the remaining (22.6%), from 4 to 12 CER L
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monthas., For most (80.4%), this was not their first NEO briefing. Appendix D
presents the reasons the other 178 (19.6%) had not attended a briefing hefore.,

It appears that reasons for non-attendance do not reflect negative feel-
ings about the program but, rather, a combination of variables. Half the pre-
vious non-attenders either did not know they were required to attend a NEO
briefing, or this NEO exercise/ briefing was the first one they knew about
since arriving. Since 103 people said they had been in USAREUR less than 4
months, and 73 said it was the first one they knew about, unawareness of NEO
briefings seems to be a legitimate reason,

People attended NEO for a variety of reasons as shown in Table 3,

Table 3
Reasons for Attending a NEO Briefing
Number of
Responses* Rank Reason for attending
517 1 I really wanted to find out about NEO
YA 2 Required to come
131 2 Something interesting to do
120 4 Other specified reasons
56 5 It was a break from work for awhile
41 6 Gave me a reason to get away from the house

*More than one reason could be checked,
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People found out about NEO from several main sources., The top three

cited were the Heidelberg Herald Post, sponsors, and the weekly bulletin,

Appendix E gives complete data on the information sources.

Non-attenders. Surveys were returned by 91 people who did not attend the

NEO exercise, The return rate for surveys sent to non-attenders was lower
than the return rate ot follow-up surveys sent to attenders. A general atti-
tude of lack of interest in NEO by the non~attenders is indicated, Given a

return rate of less than 1 in 3, it is not possible to say that thosa who made

T e o e

the effort to complete the survey are a representative sample of all non=-

attenders. They may be more cuvoperative, knowledgeable, or favorably inclined

towards NEO,

The non-attenders were uglightly different from attenders in that they
were more likely to be civiliang who live on the economy, and to have been

here longer. While 2/3's of the attenders had been in USAREUR a year or more,

3/4's of the non-attenders hid been around a year or more. Table 4 compares

the primary status and living quarters of the attender and non-attender

gample,
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Table 4

Comparison of Attender/Non-attender Characteristics

Primary Status Percent Living quarters Percent
Attenders Non=-att, Attenders Non-att.

U.S,., Porces 10.2 14,1 BEQ 0.2 1.0
Dep., U.3, Forces 67,9 53.3  BOQ 2.1 0.0
DoD Civilian 13.6 26,1 On-post quarters 68,9 57.6
Dep,, Dob Civilian 5,2 2,2 Off-poat govt. qtrs. 5.3 3,3
Non DA Civilian 1.3 0.0 Economy Housing 23,1 37.0
Other 1,8 4.3 Other 0.4 1.1

Non-attenders citad a variety of rmasons for not coming to the NEO exer-
cise. The primary reason cited was "out of town" (i.e., TDY, CONUS, leave).
Other frequently cited rsasons were "PCSing soon so NEO is not necessary' and
"attended recently, no need for another go soon"., Few cited interfering prob-
lemp such as illness, c¢hlld care damands, transportation, etc. At least those
who returned the survey felt they had legitimate rveasons for non=-attendance,
Only one reuspondent checked "NEO briefings are not worthwhile" although an-
swers wera anonymous, and they could have c¢ited such reasons without reper-
cussion, Of course, all those who did not return the survey may have felt

both NEO and surveys were not worthwhile,
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ETEYT S

Attitudes About NEO

S

Four questions using a five point Likert type scale were used to assess
attitudes towards NEO., Responses were recoded to range from 1t (most unfavor-
able perception) to 5 (most favorable perception),

Attenders. The attitudes toward the NEC exercise were at the high posi=-
tive end of the scale. The information was seen as ﬁnderstandably presented
and complete by almost 90% of the attenders. There was no difference hatween
the mock evacuees and the regular processers. Likewise, less than 1% would
categorically say there was no need for a NEO plan, and less than 10x felt the
NEO plan would not work in a true emergency. Both the mock evacuees and
regular processors rated the plan favorably. However, there is gtill some
skepticiam in spite of the positive feelings about the practice exarcises,
People felt the exercise itself wam well done and a plan was nee?ed, but it
remained to be seen what would happan in an actual evacuation. Thus, fewer
than 10% sald it would not work but only 60% said it would, A third of the
sample endorsed the "maybe--hard to tell but better safe than sorry" category.
Given that one really cannot know what would happen until the time came, this
attitude of "cooperative skepticism" is reasonable. Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8
pragsent the attitude data for each separate question. The percent selecting
each altarnative response is given, as well as the group response means on the
1 - 5 soale., T-tests compare the group means on each of the four questions.
Only one queastion (perceivesd need for a NEO plan) showed a significant dif-
ference between the two groups of attenders, On that question peopie who pro=-

cessed at the schools (intermediate involvement) pearceived a greater need.
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Table 5

Understandability of Presented Informaticn

Survey question: Was the information you recelved at the NEO exercise today
understandable? (check only one)

& endorsament Regponse alternative

Group 1 Group 2 Combined
{(train) (schools) (Groups 1 & 2)
N = 266 N = 639 N = 90%
56 .8% 67 6% 64.4% 5. Very understandable--I have no

serious questions about what to
do during an evacuation

40,1% 24 ..2% 28.,9% 4, Understandable=~I know more now
than I knew bafore coming.

2.7% 7 o4N 5..9% 3. OK--I know more now than I knew
before coming.

0.4% 0438 0.3% 2, Confusing-~-I am not too clear
about some of the procedures.

0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 1+ Very confusing--I have sesrious
questions about what I should
do if there weve a real svacua-
tion

x=4,53 %=4,58 *xm4,56 Group mean i1esponse

t=-0,99, p>.05, not significant

]
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ro Table 6

L .
Lo Coupleteness of Presented Information i

Survey question: Was the information you received at the NEO exercise today
complcte? (check only one)

F % endorsement Response alternative f
! Group 1 Group 2 Combined
| ! (train) {achoolas) (Groups 1 & 2
| N = 266 N = 639 N = 905
T
;o 56 .68 66.3% 63.4% 5. Very complete--any questions
L that I had were answered.
Cb
f ! 37.2% 24.0% 27 9% 4, Complete--most of the questions
: thai I had were answered,
b E 3,54 7.7% 6.3% 3, OK-=I know about as much as
Lo when I arrived.
1 \

y 2.3 1.6% 1.9% 2. Incomplete--I still have some ;
] unanswered questions. y
f { 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 1, Very incomplete-~I have serious f
' unanswered questions. )
. i
. E
v 4
M &
; — - — g
| x=4,47 xwd 54 ®=4.52 Group mean response 1
S t=1,31, p>.05, not significant ; 1
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Table 7

Perceived Need for a NEO Plan

Survey gquestion:

only one)

% endorsemant

Group 1
(train)
N = 266

61.1%

3.8

6.9%

0.4%

0.,0%

x=4.53

Do you think there is a real need for an NEO plan? (check

Response alternative

Combined
{Groups 1 & 2)
N = 805

67.8% 5. Definitely yes--I believe an
emergency could occur while I
am in Europe that might require
an evacuation.

26.4% 4, Yen~-thare is some chance an
emergency could occur that
might require an evacuation.

5.6% 3. Maybe-~it is hard to tell, but
better safe than sorry.

0.1% 2, No-=~there is probably no real
no real chance an emergency
could occur that might require
an evacuation,

0.1% 1. Definitely no-=-it is just a
waste of time and money.

Xm4.62 Group mean response

tm-2,66, p=.008, significant
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Table 8 ﬁ
.

Perceived Effectiveness of the NEO Plan

.-; Survey question: Do You think in a true emergency the NEO plan would really o
work? (check only one) 10

} % endorsement Response alternative |

' Group 1 Group 2 Combined q;

; (train) (schoola) {(Groups 1 & 2) 4

N = 266 N = 639 N = 905 :

15,1% 14.4% 14,7% 5. Definitely yes--I have great g

faith in the plan. ;v

50,0% 43.1% 45.3% 4, Yes--I feel pretty sure it B
would work, 3

/S 26 ,4% 35,68 32.6% 3, Maybe--hard to tell, but
k- better gafe than gorry.

; 7.8% 4.0% 5.2% 2, No--I think there are soms real
! problems with the plan.,

. | 0.0% 2,9% 2.2% 1, Definitely no-~I have no faith
¥ at all in this plan,

: x=3,71 *=3,62 %x=3,65 Group mean response , ff
! t=1,36, p>.05, not significant




Additionally, responses to these four questions were totalled to give
an overall attitude score. This total score could range from 4 (dx1, moat
unfavorable response on all 4 questions) to 20 (4x5, most favorable re~
sponse on all 4 questions). The total scores for the two groups of partici-
pants did not differ (Group 1, mock evacuees ¥=17,26; Group 2, NEO brief-
ing X=17,39) t==1,02, p>.05, not significant).

Non=-attenders. The attitude data from the non-attenders is more mixed.

Attenders and non-attenders were almost identical in their perception that a
NEO plan was needed, However, the non-attenders were much more negative
about whether the NEO plan would work, Tables 9 and 10 compare responses of

attenders vs. non-attenders on these two questions,

PR TP




Table 9

Perceived Need for a NEO Plan

Survey questiont

only one)

% endorsement

Do you think there is a real need for an NEO plan?

Non-attenders Total attenders
N = 91 N = 905
58.2% 67 .8%
35.2% 26 ,4%
545% 5.6;
000‘ 0-1‘
T41% Q1%
w=d 49 *x=4,62

Response alternative

5., Definitely yes--I believe an

emargency could occur while I

{check

am in Europe that might require

an evacuation.

4, Yeg~-There is some chance an
emergency could occur that
might require an evacuation,

3, Maybe-=it is hard to tell, but

better safe than sorry.

2+ No=~there is probably no real

chance an emergency ocould occur

that might require an
evacuation,

1. Definitely no-=it is just a
wagste of time and money.

Group mean response
t=-1,38, p>.05, not significant
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Table 10

Parceived Effectiveness of NEO Plan

Survey gquestion: Do you think in a true emergency the NEO plan would really
work? (check only one)

% endorsement Response alternative
Non-attenders Total attenders
N= 91 N = 905
7 .8% 14.7% 5. Definitely yes~--I have great

faith in the plan.

24.4% 45.3% 4. Yes--1 feel pretty sure it
would work,

35,.6% 32.h% 3. Mayve~-hard to tell, but better
safe than sorry.

28,9% 5.2% 2., No==I think there are some real
problems with the plan,

3.3% 2,2% 1. Definitely no~-I have no faith
at all in this plan,

*x=3.04 %xm3.65 Group mean response
t==6,.00, p<.0001, significant,
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Table 9 shows that 93% of the non-attenders and 94% of the attenders feel
there is a need for a NEO plan, an almost identical response. A t test of at-
tender vs. non-attender mean responses shows no difference between the two
groups (t=-1,38, p>.05, not significant). However, Table 10 shows quite a di~
vergence in views about whether the plan would actually work. While only 7%
of the attenders say it would not work, 32% of the non-attenders choose nega-
tive evaluative statements. The t test for these group meana shows a highly

significant difference.

Knowledge of NEO Prasedures

Attenders. Ten true/false questions were asked about basic NEO pro~
cedures and requirements. The results show that people's parceptions that in-
formation was understandable and complete were accurate. Their correct ansver
rate was very high., Table 11 presents the questions, responses, and correct
answers, Accurdcy was above 90% on all but iwo questions. These two gques-
tions pertained to pets and foreign nationals neither of which are relevant to
the total sample, i.e., if you do not own & pet, there is no reascn to know
what you should do with one during an emergency. The level of accuracy was
above 90% for both the group who took the train to Ramstein (®¥=9.,46 out of a
poseible 10 correct, time one) and the group whe processed at the schools
(¥=9,26, time: one). On the sBame test given for the two week follow-up,
theve was no loss of knowledge. In fact the score for those who attended ac-
»ually improved aslightly (®¥=9.58, time two).

Non-~attenderg. Table 11 also gives the percent of correct answers for

the non-attenders. Interestingly, it appears that thcse who did not go know

as much about NEO as those who did go. A couple of iactors may account for
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Table 11

Accuracy of Information

Survey question: Respondents were to note whether the following statements
were true or false, Correct answers are noted in parentheaes.

Two week follow-up Regponse alternative
. A Correct answers
f Non-~attenders Attenders
-4 N = 91 N = 905
i 97.8% 94 All sponsors should have emergency pay and

¥ allowance forms on record. (true)

92.4% 92,6% You are allowed to take up to 600 lbs., of
personal belongings with you. (false)

91,.3% 92% In an evacuation, the military has control only
over active duty military, <Civilians and
. dapendents should go to the nearest U.S. Embassy.

(false)
i 91.3% 92,9% In case of an evacuation, a USAREUR ID card ie
8 the only identification you need with you.
{false)
77.2% 75.7% Only one pet per family can be taken with you in

an evacuation. (false)

: 90,.2% 86,1% Foreign nationals (e.g., German babysitters,
A relatives of a German spouse, etc,) are not
allowed to go with you. (true)

98.9% 95.5% A complete inventory of your personal property
ig a highly recommended item. (true)

91 ,3% 91.4% If you need to drive your car, you should have
your driver's license, registration papers (blue
or white forme), and a half tank of gas. (true)

R ' 95,7% 94.1% People who need medical help (sick, injured, and
women ir. the 9th month of pregnancy) are
avacuated through medical channels. (true)

RICTFOE T

96.7% 95% Some other things you may need during an
- § emergency avacuation are extra food, clothes, a
oo first aid kit, etc. (true)

*=9,33 X=9 .58 Group mean response
tw2,68, p=,008, significant
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this. They were a self-selected group of non-attenders, 71% of whom said they
had attended a NEO before. They probably retained some knowledge. More
likely though, was an article in the Heidelberg Herald Post that gave all of
the answers to the questions on the same day people should have been receiving
the survey, If people had read the feature article, it was easy enough to sit
down and fill out the survey. Since the knowledge score for the attenders was
also higher on the follow=-up than immediately after the briefing, it is likely

that the newspaper article had an effact,

Preparation

Attenders and Non-attenders. Reported preparation was very high. Given

a potential range of scores from 13 (13x1, very unprepared on all 13 items) to
65 (13x5, very prepared on all 13 items), the mean of both groups was 59,
Thus, preparation was high and there was no difference between groups (attend-
ers ®=59.43 and non-attenders ¥=59,41, t=-,03, p>.05, not significant).
Itemg most likely to be on hand were passports, POV registration, shot rec-
ords, seasonal clothes, blankets, and toilet articles (over 90%). Least
likely were power of attorney and personal property inventories (below 50%).
Other items were available on the average to about 2/3's of those sampled.
Five of the 13 items were checked by at least a few people as items they
thought were unnecessary. Those five were ag follows: emergency pay forms
(2.3%), power of attorney (10.6%), wills (5.7%), radio (4.5%), 3 days food
(1.1%). Numbers in parentheses indicate the percent of the sample endorsing
the alternative "Have no intenticn of doing this because I do not believe it

is really necessary".
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Relationghip between preparation and attitude. Pearson correlations were

run between attitude scores and the dagree of preparation., Attitude scores
were summed for four questions as noted earlier, Thus, attitude scores could

range between 4 (most negative) and 20 (most positive), 1In the same manner,

scores for the 13 degree nf preparation items were totaled, producing a range
ffé of scores from 13 (lowest degree of preparation) to 65 (highest degree of pre-
paration). These two sete of scores formed the data for the Pearson correla-
tions. It was believed that there should be a positive relationship, i.e.,
o people who believed the plan would work should do more of what they were sup=
‘ posed to do in order to prepare for an emergency. Conversely, pecople who saw
] ; no need for a NEO plan or did not think it would work anyway probably would
not bother with all the preparatory details. For attenders this positive re-

lationship was true, The correlation between attitude and preparation was

]

14

J\

% statistically significant (r=,27, p<.001). Those who believed a plan was

needed and that it could work were better prepared. However, the relationship

did not hold for non-attenders (r=,03, not significant). While not as posi=- ;
il

tive toward the NEO plan, they claimed to be just as prepared. Since items Jé
1

. called for are common, e.g., clothes or POV registration, it is 1likely non-

attenders have those around anyway for other reasons. Thus, on many items,

they may be just as prepared. However, it may be less likely they will go out
and get those items that are specifically needed for NEO,

The correlation, although significant, does not demonstrate that the

positive attitude causes people to prepare better, However, this is a possi-

e i e T, il Tkl

bility and given the significance vf the relationship, it certainly is prefer-

able to hLive a positive attitude. Anything that would encourage these atti-

tudes could be useful.
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EVALUATION OF RESULTS

The basic impression from these data is that the NEO exercise went very
well. The sample of almost 1,000 Heidelberg Community members had a positive
f attitude toward the exercise and displayed a high level of accurate knowledge

about NEC procedures. This was true for the mock evacuees, the group who pro-

cessed thirough reguiar means, and even for people who did not attend.
The implications of the lack of practical differences between the two

groups of attenders are not clear cut. Since both groups scored above 90% ac-

curacy on the knowledge survey, the added time and expense of the frain ride

to Ramstein is not very cost effective in increasing knowledge. Also, there

is no difference between groups in attitudes, However, it is still possible

that the mock evacuation had an indirect effect. The preparation and planning

needed for the train experience plus its high wvisibility may have convinced

the community that the people in charge of NEO were really taking their re- i

sponsibility seriously. Thus, they may have felt the plan was more likely to

work and taken their own participation and respongibility more seriously.

'] At the very least there is an impressive difference in the Neidelbherg
community between 1980 and 1978 data, People attending briefings are much

more positive about NEO now. Questions in 1978 were not identical to 1980

questions but a few tentative comparisons are possible,

o L s R e r e
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Table 12

Comparigon of 1978 and 1980 NEO Attitudes

1978 1980

64.9% 92.3% Understanding and completeness of NEO briefing
A5.7% 7 4% NEO plan could not be implemented

39.7% 93.2% Perceived need for NEO plun

These percentages indicate a better attitude toward NEO now but should
not be considered unquestionably valid since differences in wording can change
responses.,

Most likely, two factors account for this positive trend: 1) better NEO
planning, and 2) history, As stated before, the NEO exercise was highly
visible and carried out well which is likely to engender favorable responses.
But additionally, the real evacuation of Americans from Iran and the concur-
rent threatening situation in Poland may also have increased people's sense
of vulnerability. Maybe it really could happen to them and they ought to take
it more seriously. Even people who did not go to NEO agreed that a plan was

needed.
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

1.

2.

3.

Outcome measures, i.e., attitudes, knowledge, and preparations, show no
practically useful differences between attenders who went all the way to
Ramstein and those who processed at the schools. ‘Thus, the cost effec-
tivenegss of a full scale mock exercise is questionable., It is likely the
same function could be sarved by infrequent but highly visible exercises
involving smaller numbers of people, Information about how the plane
looks, the crowded uncomfortable conditions, lack of bathroom facilities,
etc. can be presented to people using films at the NEO briefing. The im-
pression that evacuation plans are well thought out and conducted in an
organized, efficient way can be conveyed by highly publicizing those mock
evacuations that do take place--even in other communities.

In terms of knowledge about NEO procedures, all elements of the Heidelberg
community appear to be well informed, even non-attenders, Again fact
sheets, initial briefings after arrival, and newspaper articles seem auf-
ficieat to get information disseminated throughout the community. Un-
doubtedly, there is a hard-core group of "know nothing non-attenders" out
there who were not sampled but they may be impossible to reach anyway. In
the cage of a real evacuation, members of the Heidelberg community at this
time appear to have an excellent knowledge of procedures,

Attitudes toward NEO are very posgitive generally., The briefings were seen
as complete and understandable by thcose who attended them. All groups

sampled, whether or not they attended, agree that a NEO plan is needad,
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q 1 4, The main exception to positive attitudes is in believing that the plan

would work if the time for implementing it really came. People did not

p ] fuult this plan specifically but rather any possible attempt to move so
many people quickly under adverse conditions. To the plan's credit is the
fact that people who attend NEO briefings are much more likely to beliave gf’
1 it would work. Non-attenders were quite pesgimistic--a third saying it ,\,;
}-'j would not work, and another third giving the operation a "maybe", Only '~.
32% of the non-attenders compared to 60% of the attenders said it would
work, Ironically, when people are asked why it might not work, the non- Q
.4 attenders are cited as problems~~they would be running around not knowing
v what to do and getting in the way.

Well disseminated feedback about the NEO exercise should be useful in
overcoming pessimism, If people know how well informed and potentially ' 8
prepared their community is, it may dispel the Xeystone Copa chaotic
soenario some of them project onto an evacuation. Publicity after the &
operation may prove just as valuable as the visibility of the operation
= itself. It is suggested that the sources which were most valuable in in~- ;
forming community members about NEO in the first place be used again,
| i.e., the Heidelberg 2rald Post and Weekly Bulletin. v '
5. Attitudes toward NEO appear to be much more favorable in the Heidelberg vl

community than they were two years ago. R

fi 6. People are very well prepared, according to their self reports, in certain i
areas. However, several needed items are not és available as they should ‘i
1 be, spevifically: the personal property inventory, power of attorney,
. i wills, and emergency pay forms. The reason for these items and how to get ;}.

r |
them needs to be stressed--again through the media in order to reach the ﬁ Nt
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non-attendars, as well as at ]»wiefings. Additionally, the need to have
! ; cartain itema ~c¢ all is questioned :v some people., If these items are
truly necsssary, *huy reed to bs explained batter; if they are not neces-
sary, it might be batter to drop them so that the oredibility of the whole
Q@ program is not questioned. The items questioned by more than 5% of a
sample wera power of attorney and wills. There may be an element of de-
b nial involved with these where people will not admit the possibility of

y their own or loved one's mortality that wculd make a will necessary. The

"hopefully you'll never need it but just in case" tact may be best, along

with an explanation of what it can be good for. Another problem is that

?f the power of attorney available at the JAG office is much too broad., Many
people might be reluctant to sign a document conveying so much power to
another, even a spouse. A limited power of attornay might be more appeal~-

] ing.

I TR

7. Most segments of the community are represented at NEO exercises. Howaver,

civilians who live on the economy are somewhat over represented among the

R

non-attenders, They are not as likely to be exposed to the Weekly Bull-

. ST

etin and other sources of information. Probably the beat way to reach

them is at work with reminder memos from an immediate supervisor stating

i i R e

that there is a NEO exercvise scheduled, that civilians and their dependent

spouses are also required to attend and sncouragement or release time to

’$ go. NEO information brochures posted on the office bulletin board or

ST mmef e o s

i , routed among the civilian personnel in an office could also be useful.

L i e

Satellite processing units at places that employ large numbers of ocivile-

it D
i« aadin

ians might be useful in reaching civilians who are reluctant to drive and

o
find parking at the centralized processing areas, é B
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Appendix A

Survey to Attenders, Time One
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HIAGQUARTIRS, US MILITARY COMMUNITY ACTIVITY, NEIDELBERD
APD NEW YORK 09102

AEUSG-SP

Dear Heidelbgrg qumunity Member:

Those of us in charge of the NEO planning want to carry out this work as well
as we possibly can. Someday it might be very important that these plans work
well. The few minutes of your time that it takes to fill out these forms can
give us valuable information. We appreciate your time and cooperation,

This 15 a survey to obtain information about the Noncombatant Evacuation

Operations (NEO) Plan in Heidelberg. We would 11ke to get information about
three areas covering the NEO Plan:

1. Whether you get necessary information about NEQ plans and requirements.

2. Whether you believe the NEO plans are practical, and
3. Whether you are prepared for an evacuation if required.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Mark all answers in booklet by putting an X or ¥ mark in front of your
answer.

2. Place your name, unit (APQO) address and telephone, if available, on the
last page of the survey bocklet. We need this information to contact you once
at a later date to obtain additional brief information about your experience.

No feedback by individual name will be given to anyone. We are only interested
in average group responses.

3. Read each question and a1l answers carefully before selecting your answer.
If the question does not apply to you, indicate this. Unless directed to check

all answers that apply, choose the one answer that most correctly answers the
question from your point of view.

Thank you.
. Sincerely,
-tj v N Q§S§i
ROEE .
Colonel, FA
Deputy Community Commander
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- DATA REQUIRLD DY THE PIIVACY ACT OF 1874
4 : B UAC Mse)

, AN TICE T PHILCAIGING DIRLCTIVE
K . _NEQ EXERCISE EVALUATION AR 70-1
‘\! ' AVTHUNITY

10 USC Sec A4S0
[T FRIRCIP AL PURPOSLIS) -

The dats collected with the attached fore are ta be used for research
purposes only. .

Y ROUTING USES

This {s an experimental personnel data collection form developed by
the U.5. Arny Research Inatitute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences’
pursuant to its research mission as prescribed in AR 70-=1. When identifiare
(name or So:ial Security Number) are requested they ara to be used for
adainistrative and statistical control purposes vnly. Full confidentislity
of the responses will ba maintained in tha processing of thess data.
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4 MANDATORY OR VOLUNTAKY DISCLOSURRL AND EFFECT ON INDIVIOUAL NOT FROVIDING INFORMATION i

Your participation in this research {s atrictly voluntary. Individuals are
encouraged to provide complete and accurate information in the iaterests of
the research, but there will be no effect on individuals for not providing
all or any part of the information. This notice may be datached from the
rest of the form and rxetained by the individual 4f se desired.

SOAM Privasy Ast Statemont - 3¢ § ‘
OA Form 4388~R, 1 Moy 78 2
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1
(c.1) (c.2) T3] (&)

1. How long have you been in USAREUR?

(e.5) 1. 1es§ than a month 4. 7 to 9 months
2. 1 to 3 months ____10 to 12 months
3. 4 to 6 months 6. ____Mmore than 12 months

2, Have you attended a community briefing on the NEO plan in
Heidelberg before today?

(c.6) 1. yes (skip to question 4) 2. o ,(answér question 3)

3. If you have not attended a community NEO briefing before, why not?
(check all that apply)

c.7;. 1. This is the first one I knew about
c.8 V._____1 did not know they were required.
c.9) 1.1 did not have transportation to get to one.
c.10) 1.__ I could not get time off from work to attend.
c.11) 1.1 had problems finding child care.
c.12) 1. hey 'are scheduled at a bad time.
¢.13) 1.1 was told they were not worthwhile.
c.14) 1.___ other (Please specify)
4, Why are you here today? (check al1 that apply)
c.18) 1 Told I was required to come.
c.16) 1. 1 really wanted to find out about NEO.
c.17) 1. It was something to do that might be interesting.
c.18) 1. It was & break from my work for awhile,
c.19) 1. It gave me a reason to get away from the house for awhile.
c.20) 1._____other (Please specify)
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5. How did you know about the NEO exercise today?
(check all that apply)

L g S et TASAMA S ey

(c.21) 1. Heidelberg Herald Post c.27) 1.____ Someone phoned my home
(c.22) 1.____Other newspaper c.28) 1 Someone left a
message at my home

(c.23) 1.____ Weekly bulletin c.29) 1. Someone phoned my office
' (c.24) 1.____Bulletin board notices c.30) 1.____ My club or organization
{ (c.zsg 1. My sponsor told me ¢.31) 1. Told by my boss at work

(c.26) 1. Fr;gnds or neighbors c.32) 1.____ other (Please specify)

told me

3

€. Was the information you received at the NEO exercise today
understandable? (check only one)

: (c.33) 1. Very understandable--1 have no sericus questions about
' what to do during an evacuaiion.

§ 2.___ Understandable--1 know more now than I-knew before coming.
' t 3. OK-~I know about as much as when I arrived.
!}'E 4. Confusing--I am not too clear about scme vf the procedures.
h i 5.___ _Very confusing--1 have serious questions about what I
. “ T should do if there were a real evacuation.

i

\

7. Was the information you received at the NEO exercise today
complete? (check only one)

(c.34) 1. Very complete--any questions that 1 had were answered.

ey T

2 Complete--most of the questions that I had were answered.
3 OK--1 know abeut as much as when I arrived.

4. Incomplete--1 still have some unanswered questions.

5

Very incomplete--I have serious unanswered questions. .
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B. Do you think there is & real need for an NEO plan?
(check only one)

(c.35) 1. _Definitely yes-~1 believe an emergency could occur
while I am in Europe that might require an evacuation.

- 2. Yes--there 1s some chance an emergency could occur
- that might require an evacuation.

3. Maybe--it is hard %o tell, but better safe than sorry.

& 4, _No--there is probably no real chance an emergency
g could occur that might require an evacuation.

5. Definitely no--it is just a waste of time and monesy.

9. Do you think in a true emergency the NEO plan would really work?
(check only one)

(c.36) 1. Definitely yes--1 have great faith in the plan.

. Yes--1 feel pretty sure 1t would work.

2

3. Maybe--hard to tell, but better safe than sorry.

4. No--I think there are some real problems with the plan,
5

. Definitely no--I have no faith at all in this plan.

10. Before today have you made any of the necessary or
recommended preparations for an evacuation? {check only one)

(c.37) 1.____Very prepared--1 could have been ready in a day if necessary.

2. Somewhat prepared--I had many of the items at
hand but a few important ones are missing.

3. _Somewhat unprepared--I1 had a few of the items at hand.

4. Very unprepared--1 had 1ittle if anything, and
it wouid take quite a while to get them together.

4

i A e
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(c.38)

(c.39)

{c.40)

. (c.41)

(c.42)

(c.43)

(c.44)

(c.45)

The following questions ask what

Please check these statements as

TRUE OR FALSE
1. true 2. false
1. true 2. false
1. true 2., false
1. true 2. false
1. true 2, false
1. true 2. false
1. true 2. false
1. “true 2. false
1. true P, false
1. true h. false

1].
12.

13.

14,
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

you know about the NED procedures.

either true or false.

A1l sponsors should have an
emergency pay and allowance
form on record.

You are allowed to take up to 6001bs.
of personal belongings with you.

In an evacuation, the military has
control only over active duty military.
Civilians and dependents should go to
the nearest U. S. Embassy.

In case of an evacuation, a USAREUR 1D
card is the only identification you
need with you.

Only one pet per family can be taken
with you in an evacuation.

Foreign nationals (e.g. German
babysitters, relatives of a German
spouse, etc.) are not allowed to
go with you.

A complete invertory of your
personal property 1s a highly
recommended item.

1f you need to drive your car, you
should have your driver's license,
registration papers (blue or white
forms), and a half tank of qas.

People who need medical help (sick,
injured, and women in the 9th month of
pregnancy) are evacuated through medical
channels.

Some other things you may need during
an emergency evacuation are extra food,
clothes, a first aid kit, etc.




: AR What 1s your primary status?

(c.48) ____AU. 5. forces member.

+______A dependent of a U. S forces member.

e__._AU. S, civilian employee of DOD.

1.
2
3
4. A dependent of a U. 5. civilian employee.
5. Non DA civilian (AAFES, Red Cross, etc.)
6.

_____other (Please specify)

22.  Where do you presently 1ive?

# | (c.49) .1.___ BEQ | £

2. BOQ . | |
3. _On-post government housing ;g
4, Off-post government housing g
5. ____On the economy |

, 6. other (Please specify)

| .

NAME

UNIT ADDRESS

i e o T T iied D o

~ PHONE NUMBER
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Survay to Attenders, Follow-up
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DEPARTMENT OF YTHE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, US MILIYARY COMMUNNTY ACTIVITY, HUIDELAKRO
APO NEW YONR 09102

26 NOV 1880
AEUSG-DC

Dear Heidelberg Community Member:

Recently, you completed a survey for us which gave us useful information
for future planning of NEO exercises. You can again be helpful to us and your
community by taking a few more minutes to fi11 out this follow-up questionnaire.
This is the final piece of information we will need to evaluate the effective-
ness of the NEO Exercise. We will not contact you again, Howkver, we do ask
that you fi1l in your name and address, so we can match your answers this time
with what you told us immediately following the NEO Exercise. Thank you again
for the time and cooperation you have givén us to help make this a better pro-
gram for your Heidelberg Community.

This 1s a follow-up survey on the Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO)
Plan in Heidelberg. We would 1ike to get further information on:

1. What you remember or have since learned about the NEO procedures.

2. What actions you have taken in the last few days to prepare for NEO, if an
evacuation were really necessary.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Mark all answers in booklet by putting an X or 4”7 mark by your answer.
2. Place your name, unit (APO) address, and telephone number, 1f available, on
the last page of the survey booklet. We need this information to match these
answers to your last answers. No feedback by individual name will be given to
anyone. We are only interested in average group responses,

3. Kead each question and all answers carefully before selecting your answer.
If the question does not apply to you, indicate this. Choose the one answer
that most correctly answers the question from your point of view. ~

4. When you have completed the survey, put it in the enclosed addressed envelape

and return it to us. No stamp is needed.

Sincerely, .

£ ' ‘-S;%”
ROBERT L.

Colonel, FA
Deputy Cormunity Commander

.
EVIOUS FAG
B-3 ™ IS BLANK
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DATA REOQUIRED DY THE PIIVACY ACT OF 1974
th LLR.C. Bi2e)

TITAL O PO PHILLCAILING DIARCYIVLE

NEQ EXERCISE EVALUATION AR 70-1

b AUTHOMITY

10 USC Scc 4503

. PRIMCIPAL PURPOILIS)

The data collected with tha attsched form avre te 43 ueed for rasesrch
purposes only,

T ROUTING USES

This 1 an experimental personnel data collection form developed by
the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciencesn’
pursuant to its research mission as prescribed in AR 70-1. When fdencifiers
(name or Social Security Number) ars requested they are to be used for
adainistrative and statistical contrel purposes caly. PFull confidentiality
of the responses will be maintained in the processing of thase dota,

e

w -~
4 MANDATORY OR VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURL AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDVAL NOT PROVIDING (NFORMATION

Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary. Individusls are
encouraged to provide complete and accurate t{nformation in the {uterests of
the research, but there will be no effect on individuale for not providing
all or any part of the information. This notice may be datachad from the
rest of the formw and retsined by the individual if se desired.

r S _
FORM Privasy Act Sustament - 30 Sep 78 |
DA Form &

B~4




"

(c 1y Tc.2) (c.3)7 (c.ay
The following questions ask what you know about the NEQ procedures.

Please check these statements as either true or false.

TRUE _ OR FALSE

{c.22) 1. true 2. false 9. A1l sponsors should have an
] emergency pay and allowance
2 . form on record,
(c.23) 1. true 2. false 10. You are allowed to take up to 600 1bs.

of personal belongings with you.

(c.24) 1. true 2. false 1. In &n evacuation, the military has
control only over active duty military.
Livilians and dependents should go to
the nearest U. S, Embassy.

N e, IR TR T 3 - WD ST s

P

(c.25) 1. true 2. false 12. In case of an evacuation, a USAREUR 1D
card is the only identification you
need with you.

(c.26) 1. true 2. false 13. Only one pet per family can be taken

L ao

with you in an evacuation.

_,:‘_‘,__,‘.

{c.27) 1. true 2. false | 14. Foreign nationals (e.g. German
babysitters, relatives of a German
spouse, etc.) are not allowed to
go with you.

(c.28) 1. true 2, false 15. A complete inventory of your
personal property is a highly
recommended item.

! (c.29) 1. true 2. false 16. If you need to drive your car, you
should have your driver's license,
registration papers (blue or white
forms), and a half tank of gas.

g | (c.30) 1. true 2. false [-17. People who need medical help (sick, :

g injured, and women in the 9th month of ) |

;. - pregnancy) are evacuated through mediceal
. s ‘ channels.

- " (c.31) 1. true 2. false | 19. Some other things you may need during
i an emergency evacuation are extra food,
clothes, a first aid kit, etc.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, US MILITARY COMMUNITY ACTIVISY, HEIDELRRAG
APC NIW YORK 09102

AEUSG-DCC - 8¢ NOV 1980

Dear Heidelberg Community Member:

During the week of November 17-21, the Heidelberg Military Community
Office conducted a large scale Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO) Exercise.
It may not be possible for everyone to attend such an exercise. However, we would
11ke to find out what information people have about NEO plans from any possible
source. It might be very important someday that such a plan work well, and that
people receive and understand information about what to do if an emergency evacuation
were needed. Our records show that you did not attend the briefing, but we would
sti1l appreciate your taking a few minutes to fi11 out the attached questionnaire,
This information can be valuable to us in planning future NEO exercises. Thank you
for your time and cooperation.

This is a survey to obtain information about the Noncombatant Evacuation
Operations (NEO) Plan in Hefdelberg. We would 1ike to get Tnformation about three
areas covering the NEO Plan:

1. Whether you get necessary information about NEO plans and requirements.
2. Whether you believe the NEO plans are practical.
3. Whether you are prepared for an evacuation, 1f required.
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS |
1. Mark all answers in booklet by putting an X or'v’1;ark by your answer.
2. Read each question and all answers carefully before selecting your answer,
If the question does not apply to you, indicate this. Choose the one answer
that most correctly answers the question from your point of view.

3. When you have completed the survey, put it in the enclosed addressed envelope
and return it to us. No stamp is needed.

4. Do not put your name or other identifying information anywhere on the survey.

L)

Sincerely,

: P

Colonel, FA
Deputy Community Commander

c-3 PREVIOUS PAGE
I8 BLANK

i
i A5 b T S D Sl A RS




DATA REOQUIRED BY THE PHIVACY ACT OF 1074
(s 1.8.C el

VITLL O PONN PHILLCAIWING DIALCTIVE

NEO EXERCISE EVALUATION AR 70-1

U AUTHDRITY

10 USE See 450)

7. PRIRCIFAL PURPGSLIRT

The data collected with the attached form are to be used for research
purposes oaly.

T ROUTING VLS

Thins is an experimental personnel data collection form developed by

* the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences’
pursuant to its research mission as prescribed 1o AR 70-1. When identifiers
(name or Social Security Number) are requested they ars to be used for
administrative and statistical control purposes oanly. Full confidentislity
‘of the responses vill be msintained in the processing of thess data.

-

e,

1 e S .
% MANDATORY DR VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING INFORMATION

Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary. Individuals are
encouraged to provide complate and accurate information in the interests of
the research, but thera will be no effact on individuals for not previding
all ot any part of the information. This notice may be dstached from the

rest of the form and retained by the individual 4if se desired.

e "

FORM Privasy Axt Staismont - '
CAferm &
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1. How long have you been 4n USAREUR?

(c.5) Y.____ less than a month 4. 7 to 9 months
2. 1 to 3 months : 5. 10 to 12 months

3. 4 to 6 months 6. more than 12 months

2. Have you ever attended an official briefing on the NEO plan since
you arrived in USAREUR this tour?

I .

. 3. People may have problems attending a NEO briefing for a number.of

. reasons. Check any of thie following that were problems for you ;
M} during the November, 1980 NEO exercise. (check all that apply) ‘
A ]
- c.7 1. I was 111, - 4
; c.8 2, I did not know they were required. vd
;t c.9 3. I did not have transportation to get to 1it.
x c.10) 4, I could not get time off from work to attend.
| c.11) 5, 1 had problems finding child care.
- c.12) 6. They are scheduled at a bad time. 1
- c.13) 7. I was told they were not worthwhile.
o c.14) 8.____ 1 did not know one was scheduled.

c.18) 9. I am PCSing very soon and no longer need to know about NEO.

r (c.16) 10. other (Please specify) ]

| 4. Do you think there is a real need for a NEO plan? (check only one)

| (c.17) 1. Definitely yes--1 believe an emergency could occur while 1 am in

Europe that might rqu1re an evacuation,

o 2. Yes-~thore 1s some chance an emergency could occur that migﬁt f ]

o - require an evacuation. 4
“ 3. Maybe--it is hard to tell, but better safe than sorry. ﬁ:

-vf% 4, No--there is probably no real chance an emergéncy could occur #
b that might requive an evacuation. )
v F L)
g-ﬁ 5. Definitely no--it is just a waste of time and money. 4




? ‘ 5. Do you thivk in a true emergency the NEO plan would really work?
| {c.18) 1.____;Definitely ycs--1 have great t ith in the plan.
) 2. Yes-~1 feel pretty sure it would work.
3.___ _Maybe--hard to tell but better safe than sorry.
4. _No--i think there are scme real problems with the plan.
5. Definitely no--1 have no faith at all in this plan.

6. Before today have you made any of the necessary or recommended
preparations for an evacuation?

] (c.19) 1. :_very prepared--1 could have been ready in a day if necessary.
‘ 2. Somewhat prepared--I had many of the items at hand, but a
few important on=. are missing. ;

3. Somewhat unpirepared--1 had a few of the items at hand.

4. Very unprepared--1 had little, if anything, and it would take
iw7.quite a while to get them together.

7. What is your primary status? (check only one)

(¢.20) 1. A U. S. forces member.

2._____ A dependent of a U. S. forces member.
3.___ A U. 5. civilian employee of DOD

4. A dependent of a U. S. civilian employee.
5. Non DA civilian (AAFES, Red Cross, etc.)
6. other (Please specify)

‘8. Wnere do you presently Tive?
(c.21) 1. _REQ 2. BOQ
3 ____On-post government housing f 3
. 4._____bff-post government “ousing
5

. On the economy 6. other (please specify)

4
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s The following questions ask what you know about the NEO procedures.

Please check these statements as efther true or false.

' o TRUE  OR FALSE j
g (c.22) 1. true 2. false
;4‘3 (c.23) 1. true 2. false
(c.24) 1. true 2. false
(c.25) 1. true 2, false
€~ (c.26) 1. true 2. false
4 \ .
| fc.27; 1. true 2. false
' (c.28) 1. true 2. false
' D
1 (c.29) 1. true 2. false
K (c.30) 1. true 2. false
X -
- (c.31) 1. true 2. false
. .

10.

11.

12.

13.

i4,

15.

16.

17.

19.

c=-7

A11 sponsors should have an
emergency pay and allowance
form or record.

You are 2llowed to take up to 600 1bs.
of personal beiongings with you.

In an evacuation, the m*1itary has
control only over active duty military.
Civilians and dependents should go to
the nearest U. S. Embassy.

In case of an evacuation, a USAREUR ID
card is the only identification you
need with you.

Only one pet y-+ family can be taken
with you in an evacuation.

Foreign nationals (e.g. German
hahysitters, relatives of a German
spouse, etc.) are not allowed to
go with you.

A complete inventory of your
personal property is a highly
recommended item.

If you need to drive your car, you
should have your driver's license,
registration papers (blue or white
forms), and a half tank of gas.

People who need medical help (sitk,
jnjured, and women in the 9th month of
preynancy) are evacuated through medical
channels.

Some other things you may need during
an emergency evacuation are extra food,
clothes, a first aid kit, etc.

e D
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Appendix D

Reasong For Previous Non-Attendance at NEO

E Number of Rank Reason Given

; Responses

E,‘ 73 1 This is the first one I knew about

;‘ : 60 2 Other specified reasons

4 24 3 I did not know they were rasquired
15 4 I could not get time off from work
11 5 I had problema finding child care
8 6 Scheduled at a bad time

2 5 7 I was told they were not worthwhile

;o 4 8 I did not have transportation

Total = 200 (people could check more than one reason)




Number of
responses

397
315
312
278
247
186
139
115
76
34
26
25

yr——

Appendix E
Where People Found Out About NEO

Rank Bource of Information
1 RHeldelberg Herald Post
2 Sponsor

3 Weekly bulletin

4

Someone left a message at home

5 Bullatin board

6 Friends and neighbors
7 Told by bossg

8 Other gpedified source
9 Other newspaper

10 Club or organization
1] Someone phoned office
12 Someone phoned home

B-1




